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The Damned Song 


Enzo Martucci 


1922 


Oh!... Why wasn’t I born on a pirate ship, lost on the endless 
ocean, in the midst of a handful of rugged, brave men who fu- 
riously climbed aboard, singing the wild song of destruction 
and death? Why wasn't I born in the boundless grasslands 
of South America, among free, fierce gauchos, who tame the 
fiery colt with the “lasso” and fearlessly attack the terrible 
jaguar?... Why? Why? The children of the night, my brothers, 
impatient with every law and all control, would have included 
me. These people, spirits thirsty for freedom and the infinite, 
would have known how to read the great book that is in my 
minds, un utterly marvelous poem of pain and conflict, of 
sublime aspirations and impossible dreams... My intellectual 
heritage would have been their intangible treasure, and at 
the clear fount of my satanic pride and eternal rebellion, 
they would have fortified their strength, already violently 
shaken by a thousand hurricanes. Instead, I was fatally born 
in the midst of the nauseating herd of slaves who lie in the 
filthy slime where the imperial ruling Lie and hypocrisy 
exchange the kiss of brotherhood with cowardice. I was born 
into civilized society, and the priest, the judge, the moralist 
and the cop have tried to weigh me down with chains and 
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transform my organism, exuberant with vitality and energy, 
into an unconscious and automatic machine for which only 
one word was supposed to exist: Obey. They wanted to kill 
mel... And when I rose in the violence of irresistible force and 
wild shouted my “no,” the idiotic herd, amid the splashing 
of stinking slime, launched its vacuous insults. 

Now, I laugh... The crowd is unable to understand certain 
spiritual depths, and doesn’t have a sharp enough gaze to pen- 
etrate the hidden recesses of my heart... You curse me, you 
curse me still, as now, stained with sloth, for sixty centuries, 
you consume the ritual of the lie; you curse me, applauding 
your laws and your idols... I will always cast the red flowers 
of my contempt in your face. 


* K K 


From the peak on which I live with the eagle and the wolf, 
faithful companions of my solitude, I contemplate human- 
ity, this grotesque parody of the reptile, with great nausea. 
Around me, lush nature wraps the rock in a green cloak of 
undergrowth, whose wild beauty gives the mind and inex- 
pressible feeling of strength and joy. Below, on the mountain 
slopes, fertile fields stretch out, dotted here and there with 
isolated houses and villages in which human beings cement 
the millennia-old chains with unfortunate blindness. 

And I laugh... I laugh as I watch human beings, these lit- 
tle monsters shrunken by space, when they are poisoned in 
the workshops where sewer gases lacerate their lungs..., when 
they pass by chanting in procession, bowed beneath the idols 
of fanaticism and unconsciousness...and when, in cowardice, 
they consecrate their slavery, licking the hand of the master 
that savagely beats them. I see the miserable comedy of hu- 
man hypocrisy and pettiness unfold below me feet, and a deep 
sense of disgust sweeps over me, and an unspeakable loathing 
winds through me heart... And still I laugh... And as the chime 
of the bell that tolls for the feast rises from the village in the 
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silence of the night, I sing my purest song to the eagle and the 
wolf, the faithful companions of my solitude. It is the song of 
my pain and my passion... And my song says: 

“Oh, God of destruction, of terrible and monstrous God, rise 
up from the deepest bowels of the unknown and come to me 
through the open wounds of the old earth, come to me... come 
with the overwhelming, sudden fury of the squall; devastate, 
destroy this weakened and decadent world, which needs a 
new blood bath to renew itself... I will lend you my arm and 
my thought. We will struggle together as long as any tem- 
ple arises bearing testimony to the superstition and sloth of 
men... as long as any law, engraved on the tablets of decep- 
tion, tries to impose dedication to itself on the rebel,... and as 
long as life, encroached upon and oppressed, cannot rise once 
more triumphant in the light of day. Then, when clouds of 
flame rise threateningly from smoking ruins toward the sky, 
satanic, demonic, mad, we will sing our iconoclastic hymn 
of negation and revolt...” So I say! And my voice is, indeed, 
mighty and arcane, indeed, rich with hatred and feeling, so 
that my eagle rises up over a horizon which sinister lightning 
bolts flash... and my wolf with eyes like embers howls and 
pounces on the muddy paths of the village where he brings 
terror and death... 

Above, on my peak, so high and inaccessible, the fateful 
symbol of my liberation waves is the wind: the black flag. 


K kK k 


Now I dance on the edge of an abyss at whose bottom the 
murky waters of death sinuously wind... I dance, tragically, 
with my mind focused on the dawn of my “true” life, of the 
free and intense life I want to conquer for myself, at the cost 
of the fiercest conflict and the most difficult sacrifice. Because 
I belong to the race of invincible giants for whom danger is 
not a barrier, but a sting, a spur that pushes them to realize 
their will more forcefully. And I dance, I dance... The pale, ane- 
mic virtues that dominate in this world of eunuchs and slaves, 
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have tried to lure me. But I have answered their fondlings and 
their threats with the diabolical laughter of my savage sar- 
casm. Humanity, Society, State, Law, Morality... You already 
know the force of my blows as I know the force of yours... 
And yet you don't stop attacking me, you don't cease enter- 
taining the mad intention of reducing my unbending temper 
in the fetters of obedience... Well, you still throw your hat into 
the ring, you still drag that bleak, amorphous mass of flabby 
slaves in your train, you sharpen your weapons that will shat- 
ter upon my invulnerable armor... I resolutely wait for you. 
I, the damned one, the rebel... I wait for you with my eagle 
and my wolf, the faithful companions of my solitude. And my 
brothers also wait for you, arrayed for battle at my side, my 
brothers, the heroic and undefeated children of Evil... 

So come on! The sacrilegious and destructive iconoclast has 
flung his challenge. And in an intoxication of enthusiasm, a 
delirium of energy, an exaltation of audacity, he will fight his 
war, in the open and hidden... Later, when poison darts have 
pierced the armor and reached his heart, he will slide, sneer- 
ing, to the bottom of the dark abyss where the threatening 
waters of Death sinuously flow. 


Enzo Martucci 
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In Praise of Chaos 


Enzo Martucci 


1970 


Libertarian communism is also known, particularly in Latin 
countries, by the name of “anarchist communism.” It is not. 
On the contrary, the two words are a contradiction in terms. 

Communism signifies a social condition in which the means 
of production and all material goods belong to the mass of the 
people who identify themselves with the totality or majority 
of society. Everyone has their goods disposed of according to 
the way decided by those who govern and whose law all must 
obey. 

Anarchy signifies the absence of government: that is to say, 
a state of things in which the individual is not held in obe- 
dience to anyone, lives as he pleases, and is limited only by 
the extent of his power. He uses moral and material goods in 
the particular manner he prefers without having to get the 
approval of his fellows. 

One hypothesis has it that the universal realization of an- 
archy would return man to nature. It would create an equilib- 
rium - however unstable - between individuals who - urged 
on by the free life, the need to survive, and strengthened by 
struggle - would be able to contain each other and live with- 
out government. 


Communism, on the other hand, even if it is not authoritar- 
ian and Marxist, but libertarian and Kropotkinist, would be a 
society in which the legislative and executive power would be 
exercised either by acephalous mass assemblies (Populism) or 
by delegates elected by the masses (democracy). Both would 
mean that the individual would always be governed by the 
many. And this would be a government worse than any other, 
whether by one or a few, because the mass is stupid, ferocious, 
tyrannical, and worse than the lowest individual. 

How could libertarian communism be brought about? It 
could be by means of absolute conformism to the industrial- 
machinist society that man has already achieved. This would 
reduce all to a mechanical equality, feeling, thinking, and act- 
ing identically — in this way making control and repression 
by the State unnecessary. Then there would be a standardized 
anarchy. 

Or it could be by means of a new organization: individu- 
als united by categories into federations, the federations into 
communes, the communes into regions, the regions into na- 
tions, the nations into the International. At the head of each 
a directive council invested with the authority and power to 
make itself respected by any individual dissenting from the 
decision of the majority. Hence, a State that would not call 
itself a State, but would be one nonetheless complete with a 
hierarchy, laws, and police. 

And also with prisons. Malatesta wrote in his essay “Anar- 
chy” that prison-hospitals would exist in which delinquents, 
considered as insane, would be “confined and cured”. 

I remember that in a polemic I had with him in Umanita 
Nova in 1922, he wrote: “Martucci, in the name of the sacred 
rights of the individual, does not want that there remains the 
possibility of harming a ferocious assassin or a ravisher of 
children.” 

I replied that the assassin and the ravisher could be left free 
in a remote district or on an uninhabited island, but not made 
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to suffer imprisonment which would be un-anarchist. In my 
book The Banner of the Anti-Christ, I wrote: 


The pretense of curing, rectifying, or correcting is 
extremely odious because it compels an individual 
who wants to remain as he is to become what he is 
not and does not want to be. 


Take a type like Octave Mirbeau’s Clara (see his Gar- 
den of Torture), tell her that she must undergo a cure 
to destroy her perverse and abnormal tendencies 
which are a danger to herself and to others. Clara 
would reply that she does not want to be cured, that 
she intends to stay as she is, risking every danger, 
because the satisfaction of her erotic desires, ex- 
cited by the smell of blood and the sight of cru- 
elty, gives her a satisfaction so acute, and emotion 
so strong, which would be impossible if she was 
changed into a normal woman and restricted to the 
usual insipid lusts. 


A man who killed women in order to rape them so 
that he could obtain the spasm of his pleasure with 
the spasm of their deaths, confessed that ‘In those 
moments I felt like God and creator of the world’. 


If one had proposed to this man a cure to make 
him normal, he would have refused it, knowing in- 
tuitively that normality would not give him a sensa- 
tion so intense as that offered by his abnormality. 


Nor are normal individuals basically good, as libertarian 
communists like to believe. Man by nature is a skinful of di- 
verse instincts and opposing tendencies, both good and bad, 
and such he will remain in any kind of environment or society. 

Libertarian communism is no more than a system of feder- 
alism and like all social systems would oppress the individual 
with moral and judicial restraints. Only the superficiality of 
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a Proudhon could give such a system the name of “anarchy” 
which, on the contrary, means the negation of all government 
by ideas or by men. 

Anarchists are opposed to authority both from below and 
from above. They do not demand power for the masses, but 
seek to destroy all power and to decompose these masses into 
individuals who are masters of their own lives. Therefore an- 
archists are the most decisive enemies of all types of com- 
munism and those who profess to be communists or socialist 
cannot possibly be anarchists. 

Anarchy is the aggregation of innumerable and varied 
forms of life lived in solitude or in free association . It is the 
totality of experiences of individual anarchists trying to find 
new ways of non-gregarious living. It is the contemporary 
and polychromatic presence of every diverse mode of realiza- 
tion used by free individuals capable of defending their own. 
It is the spontaneous development of natural beings. 

In it one will find that everything is equivalence and equi- 
librium: conflict and agreement, the brute and the genius, the 
solitary and the promiscuous - all will have the same value. 
One can designate opposites with the same word: “altus” can 
be top or bottom, height or depth. 

In substance anarchy would mean the victory of polymor- 
phism, which is opposed to the monism of all social systems, 
including libertarian communism. 

Some maintain that in the absence of government or law 
we would have to complete triumph of bellum omnium contra 
omnos: the war of each against all. They are mistaken. 

In a free world there would always be struggle, which is 
indestructible because it is natural. But it would be a struggle 
between the approximately equal forces of men strengthened 
by naturalism. 

During a long polemic he had with me between 1948 and 
1950, Mario Mariani tried to demonstrate that in a condition 
of anarchy war among man would increase: “If today a man 
has no fear of attacking his fellow and the policeman who 
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stands behind him, he will certainly have no fear if I eliminate 
the policeman. Algebraically speaking, if A has no fear of B 
despite C, he will have even less fear if Bis alone.” 

My reply was: Today A has no fear of B despite C because he 
knows that both lack decision and force. B relinquishes them 
because he relies on C to defend him. And C protects him not 
because he has any lively feeling or strong interest, but only 
because it is his trade. Therefore he does not inspire much 
fear. Hundreds of police in Paris failed to capture Jules Bonnot, 
the illegalist, alive and had to launch an attack on his house in 
order to kill him. It is true that behind this protection there is 
the apparatus of social repression with formidable means at 
its disposal, but today’s delinquent underrates the collective’s 
organization and always hopes to escape it or avoid detection. 

Again, if A finds B as resolute as he, then their forces will 
be equivalent. The case is clear and does not allow illusion. At 
that moment, the dispute between them will be resolved. 

Anarchy, then, is neither continual warfare which would 
weary everyone, nor social harmony which would weaken ev- 
eryone if it were possible (which it is not, due to the diver- 
sity of individual types and their conflicting needs and aspi- 
rations). 

If history is not an infinite process, as I firmly believe, then 
when it exhausts its cycle it will disappear opening the way to 
anarchy. 

If, on the other hand, history endures, then anarchism will 
remain - that is, eternal revolt of the individual against a 
stifling society. Thus proving the immortality of that “ten- 
dency to chaos” that the lawyer d’Anto finds so deplorable, 
but which is to me worthy of every praise. 

Between association and organization there is the same dif- 
ference as between a free union and marriage. The first I can 
dissolve when I wish, the second I cannot dissolve or dissolve 
only under conditions and with certain permissions. 

It is not by organizing into parties and syndicates that one 
struggles for anarchy, nor by mass action which, as has been 
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shown, overthrows one barracks only to create another. It is 
by the revolt of individuals alone or in small groups, who op- 
pose society, impede its functioning and cause its disintegra- 
tion. 


writerror.com Proofread from UnionOfEgoists.com, retrieved 
on Jan 14, 2022. 


Enzo Martucci. ”In Praise of Chaos.” 1970. Source: Minus 


One: An Individualist Anarchist Review, #26. Translated 
from the Italian by Stephen Marletta. 
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In Praise of Chaos 


Enzo Martucci 


1970 


Libertarian communism is also known, particularly in Latin 
countries, by the name of “anarchist communism.” It is not. 
On the contrary, the two words are a contradiction in terms. 

Communism signifies a social condition in which the means 
of production and all material goods belong to the mass of the 
people who identify themselves with the totality or majority 
of society. Everyone has their goods disposed of according to 
the way decided by those who govern and whose law all must 
obey. 

Anarchy signifies the absence of government: that is to say, 
a state of things in which the individual is not held in obe- 
dience to anyone, lives as he pleases, and is limited only by 
the extent of his power. He uses moral and material goods in 
the particular manner he prefers without having to get the 
approval of his fellows. 

One hypothesis has it that the universal realization of an- 
archy would return man to nature. It would create an equilib- 
rium - however unstable - between individuals who - urged 
on by the free life, the need to survive, and strengthened by 
struggle - would be able to contain each other and live with- 
out government. 
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Communism, on the other hand, even if it is not authoritar- 
ian and Marxist, but libertarian and Kropotkinist, would be a 
society in which the legislative and executive power would be 
exercised either by acephalous mass assemblies (Populism) or 
by delegates elected by the masses (democracy). Both would 
mean that the individual would always be governed by the 
many. And this would be a government worse than any other, 
whether by one or a few, because the mass is stupid, ferocious, 
tyrannical, and worse than the lowest individual. 

How could libertarian communism be brought about? It 
could be by means of absolute conformism to the industrial- 
machinist society that man has already achieved. This would 
reduce all to a mechanical equality, feeling, thinking, and act- 
ing identically — in this way making control and repression 
by the State unnecessary. Then there would be a standardized 
anarchy. 

Or it could be by means of a new organization: individu- 
als united by categories into federations, the federations into 
communes, the communes into regions, the regions into na- 
tions, the nations into the International. At the head of each 
a directive council invested with the authority and power to 
make itself respected by any individual dissenting from the 
decision of the majority. Hence, a State that would not call 
itself a State, but would be one nonetheless complete with a 
hierarchy, laws, and police. 

And also with prisons. Malatesta wrote in his essay “Anar- 
chy” that prison-hospitals would exist in which delinquents, 
considered as insane, would be “confined and cured”. 

I remember that in a polemic I had with him in Umanita 
Nova in 1922, he wrote: “Martucci, in the name of the sacred 
rights of the individual, does not want that there remains the 
possibility of harming a ferocious assassin or a ravisher of 
children.” 

I replied that the assassin and the ravisher could be left free 
in a remote district or on an uninhabited island, but not made 
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to suffer imprisonment which would be un-anarchist. In my 
book The Banner of the Anti-Christ, I wrote: 


The pretense of curing, rectifying, or correcting is 
extremely odious because it compels an individual 
who wants to remain as he is to become what he is 
not and does not want to be. 


Take a type like Octave Mirbeau’s Clara (see his Gar- 
den of Torture), tell her that she must undergo a cure 
to destroy her perverse and abnormal tendencies 
which are a danger to herself and to others. Clara 
would reply that she does not want to be cured, that 
she intends to stay as she is, risking every danger, 
because the satisfaction of her erotic desires, ex- 
cited by the smell of blood and the sight of cru- 
elty, gives her a satisfaction so acute, and emotion 
so strong, which would be impossible if she was 
changed into a normal woman and restricted to the 
usual insipid lusts. 


A man who killed women in order to rape them so 
that he could obtain the spasm of his pleasure with 
the spasm of their deaths, confessed that ‘In those 
moments I felt like God and creator of the world’. 


If one had proposed to this man a cure to make 
him normal, he would have refused it, knowing in- 
tuitively that normality would not give him a sensa- 
tion so intense as that offered by his abnormality. 


Nor are normal individuals basically good, as libertarian 
communists like to believe. Man by nature is a skinful of di- 
verse instincts and opposing tendencies, both good and bad, 
and such he will remain in any kind of environment or society. 

Libertarian communism is no more than a system of feder- 
alism and like all social systems would oppress the individual 
with moral and judicial restraints. Only the superficiality of 
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a Proudhon could give such a system the name of “anarchy” 
which, on the contrary, means the negation of all government 
by ideas or by men. 

Anarchists are opposed to authority both from below and 
from above. They do not demand power for the masses, but 
seek to destroy all power and to decompose these masses into 
individuals who are masters of their own lives. Therefore an- 
archists are the most decisive enemies of all types of com- 
munism and those who profess to be communists or socialist 
cannot possibly be anarchists. 

Anarchy is the aggregation of innumerable and varied 
forms of life lived in solitude or in free association . It is the 
totality of experiences of individual anarchists trying to find 
new ways of non-gregarious living. It is the contemporary 
and polychromatic presence of every diverse mode of realiza- 
tion used by free individuals capable of defending their own. 
It is the spontaneous development of natural beings. 

In it one will find that everything is equivalence and equi- 
librium: conflict and agreement, the brute and the genius, the 
solitary and the promiscuous - all will have the same value. 
One can designate opposites with the same word: “altus” can 
be top or bottom, height or depth. 

In substance anarchy would mean the victory of polymor- 
phism, which is opposed to the monism of all social systems, 
including libertarian communism. 

Some maintain that in the absence of government or law 
we would have to complete triumph of bellum omnium contra 
omnos: the war of each against all. They are mistaken. 

In a free world there would always be struggle, which is 
indestructible because it is natural. But it would be a struggle 
between the approximately equal forces of men strengthened 
by naturalism. 

During a long polemic he had with me between 1948 and 
1950, Mario Mariani tried to demonstrate that in a condition 
of anarchy war among man would increase: “If today a man 
has no fear of attacking his fellow and the policeman who 
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stands behind him, he will certainly have no fear if I eliminate 
the policeman. Algebraically speaking, if A has no fear of B 
despite C, he will have even less fear if Bis alone.” 

My reply was: Today A has no fear of B despite C because he 
knows that both lack decision and force. B relinquishes them 
because he relies on C to defend him. And C protects him not 
because he has any lively feeling or strong interest, but only 
because it is his trade. Therefore he does not inspire much 
fear. Hundreds of police in Paris failed to capture Jules Bonnot, 
the illegalist, alive and had to launch an attack on his house in 
order to kill him. It is true that behind this protection there is 
the apparatus of social repression with formidable means at 
its disposal, but today’s delinquent underrates the collective’s 
organization and always hopes to escape it or avoid detection. 

Again, if A finds B as resolute as he, then their forces will 
be equivalent. The case is clear and does not allow illusion. At 
that moment, the dispute between them will be resolved. 

Anarchy, then, is neither continual warfare which would 
weary everyone, nor social harmony which would weaken ev- 
eryone if it were possible (which it is not, due to the diver- 
sity of individual types and their conflicting needs and aspi- 
rations). 

If history is not an infinite process, as I firmly believe, then 
when it exhausts its cycle it will disappear opening the way to 
anarchy. 

If, on the other hand, history endures, then anarchism will 
remain - that is, eternal revolt of the individual against a 
stifling society. Thus proving the immortality of that “ten- 
dency to chaos” that the lawyer d'Anto finds so deplorable, 
but which is to me worthy of every praise. 

Between association and organization there is the same dif- 
ference as between a free union and marriage. The first I can 
dissolve when I wish, the second I cannot dissolve or dissolve 
only under conditions and with certain permissions. 

It is not by organizing into parties and syndicates that one 
struggles for anarchy, nor by mass action which, as has been 
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shown, overthrows one barracks only to create another. It is 
by the revolt of individuals alone or in small groups, who op- 
pose society, impede its functioning and cause its disintegra- 
tion. 


writerror.com Proofread from UnionOfEgoists.com, retrieved 
on Jan 14, 2022. 


Enzo Martucci. ”In Praise of Chaos.” 1970. Source: Minus 


One: An Individualist Anarchist Review, #26. Translated 
from the Italian by Stephen Marletta. 
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On Renzo Novatore 


Enzo Martucci 


My soul is a sacrilegious temple 
in which the bells of sin and crime 
voluptuous and perverse, 

loudly ring out revolt and despair. 


These words written in 1920, give us a glimpse of the 
promethean being of Renzo Novatore. 

Novatore was a poet of the free life. Intolerant of every chain 
and limitation, he wanted to follow every impulse that rose 
within him. He wanted to understand everything and experi- 
ence all sensations — those which lead to the abyss and those 
which lead to the stars. And then at death to melt into noth- 
ingness, having lived intensely and heroically so as to reach 
his full power as a complete man. 

The son of a poor farmer from Arcola, Italy, Abile Riziero 
Ferrari (Renzo Novatore) soon showed his great sensibility 
and rebelliousness. When his father wanted him to plow the 
fields he would flee, stealing fruit and chickens to sell so that 
he could buy books to read under a tree in the forest. In this 
way he educated himself and quickly developed a taste for 
non-conformist writers. In these he found reasons for his in- 
stinctive aversion to oppression and restriction, to the prin- 
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ciples and institutions that reduce men to obedience and re- 
nunciation. 

As a young man he joined the Arcola group of anarcho- 
communists, but he was not satisfied with the harmony and 
limited freedom of the new society they awaited so eagerly. 
“I am with you in destroying the tyranny of existing society,” 
he said, “but when you have done this and begun to build 
anew, then I will oppose and go beyond you.” 

Until he was fifteen years old, Renzo included the church 
in his poetry. After that, freed and unprejudiced, he never 
planted any roots in the gregarious existence of his village, 
but often found himself in conflict with both men and the law. 
He scandalized his respectable family, who wondered what 
they had done to deserve such a devil... 

...Novatore, who was influenced by Baudelaire and Niet- 
zsche, asserted that we had needs and aspirations that could 
not be satisfied without injury to the needs and aspirations of 
others. Therefore we must either renounce them and become 
slaves, or satisfy them and come into conflict with Society, 
whatever kind it may be, even if it calls itself anarchist. 
Novatore: 


Anarchy is not a social form, but a method of individua- 
tion. No society will concede to me more than a limited 
freedom and a well-being that it grants to each of its 
members. But Iam not content with this and want more. 
I want all that I have the power to conquer. Every society 
seeks to confine me to the august limits of the permitted 
and the prohibited. But I do not acknowledge these lim- 
its, for nothing is forbidden and all is permitted to those 
who have the force and the valor. 


Consequently, anarchy, which is the natural liberty of 
the individual freed from the odious yoke of spiritual 
and material rulers, is not the construction of a new 
and suffocating society. It is a decisive fight against all 
societies — christian, democratic, socialist, communist, 


22 


etc., etc. Anarchism is the eternal struggle of a small 
minority of aristocratic outsiders against all societies 
which follow one another on the stage of history. 


Those were the ideas expressed by Novatore in Il Libertario 
of La Spezia, L’Iconoclasta of Pistoia, and other anarchist jour- 
nals. And these were the ideas that then influenced me as I 
was well-prepared to receive them. 

During World War 1 Novatore refused to fight for a cause 
that was not his own and took to the mountains. Astute, coura- 
geous, vigilant, his pistol at the ready the authorities failed at 
every attempt to capture him. At the end of the war the desert- 
ers were amnestied and he was able to return to his village 
where his wife and son were waiting for him. 

I was sixteen years old and had run away from home and 
my studies, freeing myself from my bourgeois family, who 
had done everything they could to stop my anarchist activities. 
Passing through Saranza on my way to Milan, I stopped to get 
to know Novatore, having read his article “My Iconoclastic 
Individualism”. Renzo came at once to meet me together with 
another anarchist called Lucherini. 

We passed unforgettable hours together. Our discussions 
were long and he helped me fill gaps in my thinking, setting 
me on my way to the solution of many fundamental problems. 
I was struck by his enthusiasm. 

His appearance was impressive. Of medium height he was 
athletic in build, and had a large forehead. His eyes were vi- 
vacious and expressed sensibility, intelligence and force. He 
had an ironic smile that revealed the contempt of a superior 
spirit for men and the world. He was thirty-one years old, but 
already had the aura of genius. 

After two months wandering around Italy with the police at 
my heels, I returned to Arcola to see Renzo again. But Emma, 
his wife, told me that he was also hunted and that I could only 
meet him at night in the forest. 
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Once again we had long discussions and I was able to ap- 
preciate his exceptional qualities as a poet, philosopher and 
man of action even more. I valued the power of his intellect 
and his fine sensitivity which was like that of a Greek god or 
a divine beast. We parted for the last time at dawn. 

Both of us were existing under terrible conditions. We were 
in open struggle against Society, which would have liked to 
throw us in jail. Renzo had been attacked in his house at Fres- 
onaro by a band of armed fascists who intended to kill him, 
but he had driven them off with home-made grenades. After 
that he had to keep a safe distance from the village. 

Despite being an outlaw, he continued to develop his indi- 
vidualist anarchist ideas in libertarian papers. I did the same 
and we aroused the anger of the theoreticians of anarcho- 
communism. One of them, Professor Camillo Berneri, de- 
scribed us in the October, 1920 issue of L’Iconoclasta as 
“Paranoid megalomaniacs, exalters of a mad philosophy and 
decadent literature, feeble imitators of the artists of opium 
and hashish, sirens at so much an hour.” 

I could not reply because in the meantime I had been ar- 
rested and shut up in a House of Correction. But Renzo replied 
for both of us and took “this bookworm in whom it is difficult 
to find the spirit and fire of a true anarchist” to task. 

More than a year later I was provisionally released from 
prison, but I could find out nothing regarding the where- 
abouts of Renzo. Finally I received the terrible news that he 
had been killed. 

He was at an inn in Bolzaneto, near Genova, along with 
the intrepid illegalist S.P., when a group of carabinieri arrived 
disguised as hunters. Novatore and S.P. immediately opened 
fire and the police responded. The tragic result was two dead, 
Renzo and Marasciallo Lempano of the carabinieri, and one po- 
liceman wounded. This was in 1922: a few months before the 
fascist march on Rome. 

So a great and original poet, who, putting his thoughts and 
feelings into action, attacked the mangy herd of sheep and 
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shepherds, died at the age of thirty three. He showed that life 
can be lived in intensity, not in duration as the cowardly mass 
want and practice. 

After his death it was discovered that, together with a few 
others, he was preparing to strike at society and tear from it 
that which it denies the individual. And in the Assizes Court 
where his accomplices were tried, a prosecuting counsel ac- 
knowledged his bravery and called him “a strange blend of 
light and darkness, love and anarchy, the sublime and the 
criminal.” 

A few friends collected some of his writings and posthu- 
mously published them in two volumes: Above Authority (Al 
Disopra dell’Arco) and Toward the Creative Nothing (Verso il Nullo 
Creatore). Other writings remained with his family or were 
lost. 

So an exceptional man lived and died — the man I felt was 
closest to me in his ideals and aspirations. He described him- 
self as “an atheist of solitude” He wanted to “ravish the im- 
possible” and embraced life like an ardent lover. He was a 
lofty conquistador of immortality and power, who wanted to 
bring all to the maximum splendor of beauty. 


Retrieved on June 6, 2011 from sites.google.com 


(revised from a translation by Stephen Marletta) 
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In Defence of Stirner 


Enzo Martucci 


Professor Ernesto Serafini, an academic who has polemi- 
cized with me before, now wants to start again and has writ- 
ten, amongst other things: 


You who boast of not being of the school of a Malat- 
esta, but rather of Stirner, and who present the lat- 
ter as a philosopher whose thought has a logic free 
from the contradictions one finds in the great Niet- 
zsche, do not understand, nor wish to understand, 
the contradictions that also exist in Stirner. But Et- 
tore Zoccoli answers you well in his book Anarchy. 
Indeed, he writes on page 410: 


Although supposed to be politically and 
socially disintegrated, other individuals 
still remain. Well, says Stirner, it is up to 
the individual to make sure that those who 
surround him should be only a means to 
his ends. Briefly, it is an egoistic antimony 
raised by a metaphysician, that makes of 
each individual, at the same time, by a 
transcendental hypothesis, the supreme 
end and the most ignored means. In fact, 
while offering to the individual every pos- 
sibility against his fellows, it denies them 
any possibility of being anything but mere 
means. Then it offers to each of them 
in relation to the first individual every 
chance to reduce him to simply being a 
means. 30 that, at the same time in which 
an individual acts with the aim of consid- 
ering others as means, he is faced with 
the action —not associated and therefore 
not multiplied, it is true, but numerically 
additional —of all those others who invert 
the role regarding him. The absolute au- 
tonomy of the individual is obliterated by 
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the absolute autonomy of all others. This 
imperative of absolute egoism is either 
impossible if the atomistic aggregation of 
individuals represents even a system of 
force in equilibrium, or, if applied, would 
result in the reduction to nothing of any 
social aggregate no matter how elemen- 
tary. It is an ethical imperative that even a 
cannibal would be ashamed to accept. 


To Sarafini and Zoccoli it seems a contradiction to consider 
the individual as the only reality there is, having no other end 
than himself, and, at the same time, to accept that this same 
reality can be considered by others as a means to their ends. 
But, in substance, there is no contradiction. There would be if 
we referred to the same individual, if 1 should regard myself 
as the only existing reality who, as the supreme end, cannot 
be a means, and, at the same time, accept the demand of other 
individuals to serve them as means to their ends. Then I must 
choose if I am the ultimate end or the least of means. But 
since I regard myself as the end and the others as means, the 
two opposed values are not attributed to the same subject but 
to different ones, and so there is no contradiction. Can I not 
regard myself in one way and others to the contrary? 

No, says Serafini, because others are individuals like you. 
But even if they are individuals like me, I cannot consider 
them as I do myself. 

I know myself to be the only reality because I can sense my- 
self. If I did not exist I could not sense. Therefore, I am. And 
I recognize not only my reality, but also an external ”reality” 
— the material world, the spirit of other men, etc. But is this 
other ”reality” imagined by me, or does it exist in itself? Ac- 
cording to philosophic idealism matter does not exist, but is 
no more than a representation of the human spirit. 
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The universe is created in the mind which projects it out- 
side thereby giving it objectivity, but retaining the power to 
differentiate and control it. 


There is no argument [writes Liebnitz] with which 
one can demonstrate in any absolute manner that 
bodies exist and nothing prevents our minds pre- 
senting them as well-ordered dreams, which we 
judge as real and for harmony we accept as equiva- 
lent to the truth. 


But if the material world is a representation of the spirit in 
which it alone exists, the spirit of other men can equally, as 
can their bodies, be a representation of my Spirit in which they 
alone exist, together with the material world. Where is the 
proof that they continue to exist if Ido not think or feel about 
them? And where is the proof that the universe continues to 
exist when I neither think of it, nor sense it, given that the 
only means of knowledge are thought and senses? 

In this way, one arrives at solipsism and, in accepting it, I 
become certain only of my own reality, my own being, and 
I make myself my end and use as my means the world and 
other individuals, these being my creation which I can make use 
of as I will. 

If, instead, as philosophic realism claims, the material 
world and human beings have an objective existence, not as I 
will, but in themselves, then these individuals look like me but 
are not the same as me. Each of us is a microcosm with his own 
way of feeling and thinking that gives him particular needs 
and aspirations which cannot always be satisfied without 
conflicting with others. In this case, because I live for myself 
and not for others, to respect and serve them in the way that I 
respect and serve myself is not obligatory for me. Since, they 
are different, therefore, I can very well use them as means to 
my own ends, even if I feel myself being used as means to an 
end. 
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Ergo: from the standpoint of all philosophical conceptions 
of reality, the contradictions which Zoccoli points out in 
Stirner’s thought do not exist. 

Nor does one find the 


egoistic antimony raised by a metaphysician, that 
while offering to the individual every possibility 
against his fellows, denies them any possibility of 
being anything but mere means. 


Stirner says that, for the individual to realize his proper ego- 
ism, he can do all that he wants as long as he has the power. 
But he does not deny to other individuals the possibility of not 
being used as means. To these he says that they too can de- 
fend themselves and not let themselves be reduced to slavery 
by an aggressor who intends to make them his tools. He urges 
the attacked to counter~ attack anyone who would make them 
into means. In time, as individuals developed their power to 
the maximum, they would control each other reciprocally— 
only the weak, the cowardly, the lazy (in other words, the 
ballast) —would disappear. Then there would remain a select 
humanity, which would form itself into an oscillating equi- 
librium, which would allow each individual, at least once, to 
realize himself integrally, to live as he felt and willed. In a so- 
cial and civic world, however, based on a general mutilation, 
as Brunetiere called it; in a perfect world of which the utopi- 
ans dream, in which each man disciplines himself to the max- 
imum and always restrains and suffocates his own instincts 
and needs so as not to tread on his neighbor’s toes—in such a 
world there cannot be an equilibrium, which implies a differ- 
entiation and opposition of elements and forces, but a stupid, 
softening harmony which would take everyone through life 
without ever having lived and would send them to the grave 
having seen nothing. 

In the meanwhile, in the present world, imperfect but social 
and civic, a minority of tyrants and cheats impose themselves, 
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making use of every kind of astuteness, violence, riches and 
power, and reducing everyone else to obedience and misery, 
trying to convince the oppressed with the nonsense of reli- 
gion, metaphysics, ethics and legalism, to resign themselves 
and not to use any means of liberation. And fiercely condemn- 
ing the few who rebel. So there is formed a stable disequilib- 
rium with the result that a few are always on top, happy and 
ruling, and the rest are always at the bottom, suffering and 
serving. 

If that which Zoccoli called "the imperative of absolute 
egoism” were applied, it would probably reduce all organized 
society to nothing, and would be willingly accepted by men 
restored to natural spontaneity and sincerity — men who find 
insufferable that social and civic hypocrisy which pretends 
to organize and govern individuals for their own good, but 
machine-guns them, or throws them into prison, when they 
try to escape from the exploitation and oppression imposed 
by their great-hearted directors and masters. 
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Zoccoli [continues Sarafini] rightly says that the 
Stirnerian ethic is far removed from any possible 
application and merely has a sad speculative inter- 
est as the sophistical and delirious manifestation of 
a fortunately solitary thinker. Only if we returned 
to the life of the caveman could Stirner’s teach- 
ings come true. You will have to agree also, Signor 
Martucci, that this is impossible. 


I do not agree at all. I do not regard history as an infinite 
process. I believe that it must end one day. In spite of what 
philosophers from Aristotle onwards have said about the so- 
cial tendency of man, history is nothing but the treatment of 
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the organized and directed history of mankind, which has cre- 
ated conditions contrary to, and causing degeneration from, 
our natures. Either man will disappear, and with him history, 
or he will react healthily, destroy history and return to na- 
ture, gaining new strength as did Antacus when he touched 
the earth. Man is capable of evolution and improvement, but 
only by following his natural inclinations, not by suffocating 
them and transforming himself into a sheep or, worse still, a 
robot. 

Education does not develop the individual, but depreciates 
or subdues him. 


Education [says Callicles in Plato’s Gorgias] takes 
the innate vigor from children and renders them 
weak. It makes them all alike and trains them for 
servile obedience. We take the best and strongest 
children and train them like lion cubs. We stun and 
fascinate them with our chattering and train them 
by teaching them that they have to be the same as 
all the others and that the beautiful and the good 
consist of this equality. But if there were a man who 
had sufficient force, he would shake off and break 
through, and escape from all this; he would trample 
underfoot all our formulas and spells and charms 
and all our laws which are against nature, then he 
who was our slave would reveal himself as the mas- 
ter. 


But would civilization disappear? It would be better if it did. 
It also contributes to keeping man in shackles and it would be 
a good thing if it vanished. Besides, there does not exist only 
one civilization that presents a straight and evolutionary con- 
ception of history. As Spengler has so well shown, there have 
existed distinct and separate civilizations, which have all had 
a birth, a youth, a maturity, a decline, and a death. And all of 
these civilizations — except, perhaps, the Creek at the time of 


34 


Pericles and the sophists — have tried to crush the original- 
ity and spontaneity of the natural individual, burdening his 
mind with dogmas and imposing laws on his conduct. One has 
done it in one way, another in another, and for different rea- 
sons, but all have agreed at least in this: the need to bridle the 
individual. Thus a new type of human being—who would be 
similar to Stirner?s Unique or Nietzsche’s Overman— would 
be unable to adapt himself to a civilization, but would want 
only to live in the free and luxuriant bosom of nature. 
Despite this ethic which, according to Zoccoli, even the 
cannibal would reject, but which, according to Serafini, the 
caveman might accept, Stirner, “breaking his rigid individ- 
ualism”, endeavors to have it accepted by a social class: the 
proletariat. And for Zoccoli, Stirner does this in order 


to pay a necessary debt to the Left Hegelian school 
of thought from which he came, pointing out that 
as it was possible to use the individualist premise 
as a preparation for his own egoism, so it was also 
possible for the same consequences to find a more 
organic elaboration among the writers and succes- 
sive movements of revolutionary communism. 


It seems to Serafini that this is yet another contradiction 
in the author of The Ego and His Own, but in fact it is not. In 
184,5 the proletariat was not the organized, guided, well-paid 
and powerful proletariat of today, but a crowd of down-and- 
outs, unorganized and dissatisfied, who were chomping at the 
bit and in whom Stirner tried to arouse their egoism so that 
they could oppose it to that of their masters, and take from 
them their wealth. And this not in order to create a new soci- 
ety, but solely to satisfy the needs of the oppressed individual, 
who can, if necessary, resort to crime to obtain his own ends. 
Then he will become master of that which is his own—that 
is to say, that which he has the might to make his own. The 
State, which exists only to protect the interests of the prop- 
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erty owner against those of the expropriated, would be abol- 
ished, but there must not be created a communist society in 
which everyone would belong to the organized collective and 
the individual would be unable to own anything, not even that 
which he is able to conquer and keep. 


When the proletarian shall really have founded 
his purposed “society? [says Stirner] in which the 
interval between rich and poor is to be removed, 
then he will be a ragamuffin, for he will feel that 
it amounts to something to be a ragamuffin, and 
might lift ‘Ragamuffin’ to be an honorable form of 
address, just as the [French] Revolution did with 
the world ’Citizen’. Ragamuffin is his ideal, we are 
allto become ragamuffins. 


This is the second robbery of the ’personal’ in the 
interest of *'humanity?. Neither command nor prop- 
erty is left to the individual; the State took the for- 
mer, society the latter. 


Stirner, then, tends towards individualist anarchy and this 
always follows from his premise whether he is urging the in- 
dividual to realize his value in relation to others, or the prole- 
tariat not to respect the property of the rich and to destroy the 
State, but not to create a communist society. He is against col- 
lective property, which is sacred and inviolable, and against 
individual property conceived as a right with the correspond- 
ing duty to respect it on the part of the destitute. 1-le defends 
the egoistic property of the individual who has conquered and 
keeps it, and who no longer remains the owner when he al- 
lows others to take what he has gained. 

Before Nietzche announced the death of God, Stirner de- 
clared the end of the Sacred: 


In crime the egoist has hitherto asserted himself 
and mocked at the sacred: the break with the sacred, 
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or rather of the sacred, may become general. A revo- 
lution never returns, but a mighty, reckless, shame- 
less, conscienceless, proud crime —does it not rum- 
ble in distant thunders, and do you not see how the 
sky grows presciently silent and gloomy? 


The individual has to destroy in himself the ghosts which 
dominate him—god, Morality, Humanity, Society, etc. —and 
which impose duties, renunciations, and chains. He must un- 
derstand that these ghosts do not represent any Superior Be- 
ings or Objective Entities, but are his own thoughts and cre- 
ations projected outside and above him which he regards with 
timid reverence. But when he becomes aware of the real ori- 
gin of these presumed supreme beings, and of the damage 
they cause—oppressing his spirit and impeding his actions- 
then he will repudiate them and, since they were his creations, 
destroy them. He becomes a self-owing individual. 

This self-owner, who, in Zoccoli’s opinion: 


acts with the aim of considering others as means, is 
faced with the actions —not associated and there- 
fore not multiplied, it is true, but numerically addi- 
tional —of all those others who invert the role oblit- 
erated by the absolute autonomy of all others. 


This is not true. It would be if all the other self-owners si- 
multaneously acted against me. But since they would not be 
organized this could not happen. They could only attack me 
singly or in small groups. Therefore I could defend myself, 
possibly with success. In more dangerous situations, I could 
resort to free alliances with others who, at that time, would 
benefit from supporting me, or in fighting my enemies. In 
brief, the struggle would not develop out of proportion and 
if I were overpowered today I could compete again tomorrow. 
And if I should die I would do so with the satisfaction of hav- 
ing tried to conquer a full and free life for myself. I would not 
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have cowardly resigned myself to the chains of slavery and 
been content with the little others would allow me to have. 

Today, in the civilized society Zoccoli so admires, if I do not 
want to adapt myself to a maimed and faded existence and 
rebel against it, I have all of organized mankind (a force far su- 
perior to mine and with far more formidable means) against 
me and, in spite of my heroism, would soon be crushed as 
were Jules Bonnet, Renzo Novatore, and Severino di Giovanni 
(Illegalist anarchists who were killed by the State in France, 
Italy and Argentina). 

I agree with Zoccoli about one thing only and that is where 
he recognized the perennial topicality of Stirnerian philoso- 
phy. In fact, after having established an ideological point of 
contact between Stirner and Hobbes, Zoccoli writes: 


While the doctrine of Hobbes is now recognized by 
scholars as evidence that cannot be ignored, so the 
doctrine of Stirner, while constructed on an erro- 
neous and transcendental egoistic antinomy, as has 
been pointed out, still preserves a current impor- 
tance and gives birth to many advocates. 
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But not only bourgeois thinkers, like Zoccoli and Serafini, 
have stormed against Stirner. Revolutionary or pseudo- 
revolutionary thinkers have done the same. 

Marx, in his book The German Ideology, spits venom at the 
author of The Ego and His Own. Gille, in his Outline of a Philoso- 
phy of Human Dignity, violently attacks Stirner as the theorist 
of an individualism which is not at all anarchist. Kropotkin 
tries to shatter him in a few words and believes he has won 
the game. 

Following these great masters, who wanted to change the 
world, but had neither the courage nor the logic to persevere 
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to the extreme limits at which Stirner arrived, the disciples 
parrot the judgments of their oracles. Some time ago a Sar- 
dinian who calls himself a follower of Malatesta wrote to me 
from America and asked 


Don’t you find yourselves in contradiction, you and 
that German philosopher who call yourselves anar- 
chists and predicate egoism without understanding 
that anarchy is only love for humanity and cannot 
be realized without general agreement? 


I replied then, and I repeat now, that there is no con- 
tradiction if we call ourselves anarchists—that is, without 
government—and at the same time proclaim ourselves ego- 
ists. On the contrary, I want to be without government in 
order to be able to realize my egoism freely and completely, 
without being restrained and sanctioned by a sacred author- 
ity. 

But what is egoism? It is an incoercible need that impels 
every living creature to provide for itself, to satisfy and enjoy 
itself. to avoid pain and preserve its life. The individual has no 
other end than his own ego, he cannot get out of his skin and 
all that he does he does for himself. He does nothing for the 
sake of others. When I deprive myself of my last piece of bread 
and give it to my neighbor who is hungry, I do so because the 
pain in my generous heart at his torment is less bearable than 
my hunger. If his agony did not pain me I would not give him 
my bread. Therefore I am an egoist, as is the sadist across the 
street who enjoys torturing animals and beating his wife and 
children. 

The ascetic who renounces the pleasures of the flesh and 
consumes himself in penance, thinking that his temporary 
suffering will be compensated for by the eternal delights of 
heaven; the idealist who feels happy fighting for his ideal, 
which in reality exposes him to persecution and brings him 
misery; the ambitious man who uses every means and risks 
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his life to conquer power; the miser who condemns himself to 
stinting and deprivation for the pleasure of hoarding money: 
the hedonist who, to enjoy the sensuality of the (of a) moment, 
squanders his money and spends his old age in poverty; the 
rebel who gets the satisfaction of striking at the master he 
hates and pays with his life or segregation in prison —these 
are egoists. 

We are all egoists, even if the actions of one are different or 
opposed to those of another — the temperaments of individ- 
uals being as diverse as the passions that move them. 

Altruism does not exist. It is no more than a Christian false- 
hood preserved and secularized by Auguste Comte with his 
religion of humanity when it seemed that the old faith was 
losing its power. 

Therefore, to predicate egoism means also to arouse it in 
those in whom it has been made dormant by the theologi- 
cal and metaphysical narcotics administered by their masters. 
And when these slaves have rebelled and opposed their own 
egoism to the insatiable and hypocritical egoism of govern- 
ments the situation will change. Then there will be no more 
resigned sheep on one side and commanding wolves on the 
other—only anarchism. 

Anarchy, then, is not love for humanity but simply lack of 
government. In this absence of government and in the free- 
dom that will come from it, those who feel love will love, and 
those who do not will not, and will maybe fight each other. 
We do not understand the motive that identifies freedom with 
universal harmony and would create one idyllic type of life in 
place of innumerable different ones. Therefore not even an- 
archy will produce a general agreement based on an absolute 
conformism but many free and relative agreements—unions 
of egoists—and many discords ranging from individual isola- 
tion to struggles between individuals and groups. This will be 
a return to nature, to the jungle, you say. Yes, but the natural 
jungle will be shown to be a thousand times preferable to the 
asphalt jungle. 
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However, the question between anarchists and archists has 
been badly stated from the beginning. In fact, we are not con- 
cerned with whether anarchy or archy can cement the best so- 
cial relations, or bring about the most complete understand- 
ing and harmony between individuals. We try, instead, to dis- 
cover which is the most useful for the realization and expres- 
sion of the individual —who is the only existing reality. Is it 
anarchy, which offer me a free and perilous life, in which 1 
might fall from one moment to another, but which allows me 
to affirm myself at least once? Is it archy, which guarantees 
me a controlled life in which I am confined and protected, but 
in which I can never live as I feel and will? 

Which is preferable— intensity or duration? 

Michelstaedter has said that preoccupation with tomorrow 
limits living. 

I am for today. The sheep, even if they call themselves an- 
archists, long for tomorrow. And they die waiting for the sun 
of the future to rise. 

To the anti-Stirnerism of the bourgeoisie, the Marxists and 
the libertarian socialist (Bakuninists, Kropotkinists, Malates- 
taians) must be contrasted the pseudo—Stirnerism of John 
Henry Mackay and E. Armand. 

Pseudo-Stirnerism gives us a sweetened Stirner who tends 
towards the same end as the libertarian socialists — that 
is social harmony. But they do not think it can be achieved, 
as do the latter, by means of Bakunin’s impulse to unity or 
Kropotkin's mutual aid, but rather through individual egoism. 
In order not to be attacked by others and have my life and 
freedom threatened, [respect the life and freedom of others. 
it is not from love of my neighbors that 1 do not look for 
well-being in their suffering, but from personal interest. 

But Stirner said nothing about this. He understood very well 
that in certain cases I cannot obtain the satisfaction of some 
of my needs without damaging the needs of others. If, for ex- 
ample,l want your woman, and you do not want to give her 
up or share her with me, I would have to snatch away, use vi- 
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olence, or try seduction, to make her love me and induce her 
to leave you. If I did not do this, if I suppressed my passion 
and left her with you, I would spare your sorrow, but would 
inflict it on myself. I would not put myself in danger of your 
revenge, but I should have to renounce an ardently desired 
joy. And so, going from one renunciation to another in order 
in not to clash with others, I would end by never having lived 
my life at all. 

Therefore struggle is inevitable, and it is impossible to elim- 
inate it from any kind of society or co-existence. 

But there will be other cases in which my interests will cor- 
respond with those of my neighbors. Then I agree with them 
and add my force to theirs in order to achieve a common end. 
In this way is formed a union of egoists. But this union is 
based on a free agreement that can be cancelled at any time. 
Stirner explains it very clearly: 


You bring into a union your whole power, your com- 
petence, and make yourself count; in a society you are 
employed, with your working power; in the former 
you live egoistically, in the latter humanly, that is, 
religiously, as a ‘member of the body of this Lord’, 
to a society you owe what you have, and are in duty 
bound to it, are possessed by ‘social duties’; a union 
you utilize, and give it up undutifully and unfaith- 
fully when you see no way to use it further. If a so- 
ciety is more than you, then it is more to you than 
yourself; a union is only your instrument, or the 
sword with which you sharpen and increase your 
natural force; the union exists for you and through 
you, the society conversely lays claim to you for it- 
self and exists even without you; in short, the soci- 
ety is sacred, the union your own; the society con- 
sumes you, you consume the union. 


Therefore the union of an egoist with other egoists is simply 
a temporary arrangement which can be quickly followed by 
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disunion and struggle. It is not and cannot be a stable society 
based on the universal rule of “I respect you as long as you 
respect me”. 

E. Armand claimed outright that an individual could not 
break an agreement unilaterally —that is, leave an associ- 
ation without the consent of his fellow members. But this 
would mean that he would be dependent upon the others, he 
would be their slave, their property — just what Stirner did 
not want. To Armand’s argument that I cannot abandon com- 
rades who will not give me permission to do so because I must 
have regard for the pain my leaving would cause them, I have 
already replied that 1 do not concern myself with those who 
are not concerned with the pain they cause me by holding me 
back when I want to leave. 

Certain authors confuse individualism with utilitarianism, 
Stirner with Bentham, the personal pleasure of the unique 
one with that of the majority or even of all. And they write 
works like Mackay’s The Anarchists and Armand’s L'initiation 
individualiste anarchiste which certainly do not contribute to 
the understanding of real Stirnerian thinking. 


Retrieved 11/09/2021 from https: //archive.org/details/Ene- 
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Translated from the Italian by Stephen Marietta in 1967. The 
Zoccoli referenced repeatedly by Martucci in this article is 
the Italian scholar Ettore Zoccoli, who wrote a well-known 
general account of anarchism titled L’Anarchia, published in 
Turin in 1907. Ettore Zoccoli also translated the first Italian 
edition of The Ego and His Own, published as L’Unico in Turin 
in 1902. 
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Neither Prison, No 
Policemen 


Enzo Martucci 


The libertarian communist of today conceives the Anarchy 
as a democratic a-statal regime, based on the municipality in 
which the majority will decide the general rule of conduct... 
The theorists of libertarian socialism, Bakunin, Kropotkin, Re- 
clus, Malatesta were instead more tolerant. They thought that 
in the future municipality, the economical system to follow, 
the ethical and moral rules to respect, the collective decisions 
to take will not be imposed by the majority, but they must 
be voluntary accepted by the totality of the associated. They 
believed in the agreement of all, in an idyllic life, but they ad- 
mitted also a dissident minority to whom the majority will 
recognize the right to try their experiences. Only if the mi- 
nority will attempt with violence the interests of the majority, 
this last one will be obliged, with force, to subdue it. 

“Martucci will not accept” wrote Malatesta in 1922, polemiz- 
ing in Umanita Nuova, “that, for regard to the sacred rights of the 
individual, we’d have to set free, to do harm, a wild killer or a rapist 
of children. We instead consider him a sick person and we will close 
him into a hospital where we will heal him.” I think that as for 
nature, the individual can do everything if he has the force, 
so the others, that feel themselves injured by his action, they 
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can defend themselves in every way. The defence is also nat- 
ural and a group can expel the one who harms the comrades, 
can send him to another place or kill him if the damage has 
been too heavy. 

But he must not be deprived of freedom, closing him in a 
prison-hospital, he has not to be healed if he doesn't want to 
be. The presumption to attend, to heal, to put the right way up, 
is extremely hateful because it forces the individual to cease 
to be what he is and what he wants to remain to be, to become 
what he is not and he does not want to be. 

Take a type such as the sadist Clara of Mirabeau; tell her she 
has to cure herself to destroy her perverse and abnormal ten- 
dencies, that are dangerous for her and for the other people. 
Clara will answer you she does not want to heal, she wants 
to remain as she is, challenging every danger, because the 
fulfillment of her erotic desires, excited by the smell of the 
blood and the shows of cruelty, it gives her so deep pleasure, 
so strong emotion, she could not prove any more if she trans- 
formed herself into a normal woman and she was forced to 
satisfy with the usual and insipid luxury. Tell her she is a mon- 
ster, she would be horrified, and she will answer you: “The 
monsters... The monsters! For first there are no monsters! What you 
call monsters are higher forms, or simply out of you conception. Are 
Gods not monsters? Is the genius man not a monster ? As the tiger, 
the spider, as all the individuals that live above all the social lies, in 
the shining and divine immorality of things. But also me, then, I'm 
a monster!” 

A famous killer who killed women not to rob them, but to 
violate them, to obtain the concordance of his spasm of plea- 
sure with the spasm of death of the other, he confessed: “In 
those moments I seem to be God and to create the world.” If you 
had offered him the remedy to make him normal, he would 
refuse it, perceiving that in normality he could not find a soin- 
tense sensation as the one he felt in that abnormality. There- 
fore wanting to cure these individuals, wanting to heal them 
against their will, would be like to exact from a tuberculous 
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to abstain himself from the smoke and the alcohol to prolong 
his life. “But I don‘t care if I die before”, will answer the ill man 
“but I want to satisfy myself now as I want. It will be better to live 
only a year more and not ten year suffering and renouncing to ev- 
erything.” 

Do you want to force, to be saved the ones who want to be 
lost? But they will not be the owner of their lives. They could 
not dispose as they like of it, and they perceive as a bad thing 
the benefit you would do to them. If the Clara of Mirabeau or 
the characters of Sade try to torture you, shoot on them. But 
leave them in peace and abandon the idea to induce them to 
the repentance, in the name of God and of morality, or to cure 
and heal them, for the glory of science and of the humanity. 
And, besides, is it true that all that commit a crime are foolish, 
sick worthy of the mental hospital or of the shower? 

If the answer is directed to Lombroso's science, it will answer 
positively. It will define the crime as an atavistic return. If its 
directed to Ferri's science it says that the crime is a product 
of the anthropological factor combined with the social one. If 
you‘ll ask Nourdau, he will say that also the genius is degener- 
ated. This science is dogmatic and a unilateral move towards 
easy generalizations, extends the results of the observations 
on the facts, experimented and understood, to facts not exper- 
imented, not understood, and it will find an absolute truth, 
a pretentious knowledge, but fictive, that reduce to an non- 
existent unity the plurality of reality, and it assures that ev- 
ery one that is different from this typology is a pathological 
subject appointed for the hospital. 

But such kind of science has nothing in common with the 
other relative science, modest, in a continuous doing, always 
doubting of its achievements and always reexamining them, 
destroying the certainties and going on a new street. 

“There are two parts in the science” wrote Berth “one is formal, ab- 
stract, systematic, dogmatic, a sort of metaphysical cosmology very 
far from the reality, but it wants this different and complex. Real in 
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the unity of its abstract and simple formulas; It is the science with a 
big S, the science who claims to deny religion, opposing solution to 
solution, and giving to the world and its origins a rational explana- 
tion. And there are different sciences, concrete, having everyone its 
own method, right to their own particular object, Sciences holding 
the real from the nearest and are no more that reasoned technical. 
Here the pretense unity of the science is broken”. 

The socialist, communist, the builder of future cities, not 
being able to accept the truth, unique and universal, reveled 
by the religion they denied, receive from the Science, unitary 
and dogmatic, the other truth, unique and universal, outside 
of which can't exist individual welfare, neither social order. 
They feel the need to have their foot on the solid ground of 
the absolute certainty, and for this reason Malatesta collects 
all the scientific response on the origin of criminality. But 
it is not true that only people that have markedly abnormal 
tendencies, that are mad or ill, make crimes. The experiences 
show also perfectly healthy and normal men commit crimes 
and not only for economical reasons or for causes determined 
by ignorance or prejudice. 

A young man, good, simple, sincere, that I knew in prison, 

he was there because he was serving a life sentence, having 
poisoned his wife to live with his lover. An accountant was 
with me in confinement on Tremiti's Island, he was a man 
more normal, common, ordinary never known. 
To the confinement he was sent by fascist police because he 
had hosted a fiery communist brother. But the accountant 
seems to be the personification of the pacific and calculator 
wisdom of the middle class. Also nearly he did not go to prison 
because he corrupted babies and made acts of lust on them. 
Money, with which he bought the silence of an angry mother, 
saved him on that occasion. But he confessed he always made 
the satyr when he was free, in Milano. 

A friend of mine, died many years ago, was a generous, 
loyal, noble young man, with an exquisite sensibility and an 
upper cleverness. He was a refined poet, he fell in love with 
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a woman that in the end left him. Meeting her one day, in 
his soul upset by anger and jealousy it manifested imperious, 
blind, instinctive, the need to put fire to the baby she had in 
her arms. “I felt” he told me “I had to kill the baby to make the 
mother suffer all that she had made me suffer. I contained myself 
with superhuman effort of will. But a moment more and I would 
have shot”. 

All men can commit crimes, because in the soul of everyone 

are gathered the more different instincts and the more oppo- 
site tendencies. In me are mostly developed the generous one, 
in you the perverse one; but in special circumstance, under 
the stimulus of powerful material, sentimental or intellectual 
interests, I can kill a man and you can save another. 
So what does the Malatesta society say? Does it consider me a 
fool only because I do my will and my reason did not have the 
force to hold the instinctual act? But not always will and rea- 
son are able to stop the instincts! Sometimes they can, some- 
time they don't. And then, in certain cases, also if I can stop 
myself, I don't do it because I think is good for to follow the 
spontaneity that led me to the criminal action. To kill, for ex- 
ample, who offended and damaged me. So am Ia fool because 
I think in my way and not like the others that condemn the 
revenge? 

But Malatesta’s society wants the mad at every cost, and 
closes me in the prison-hospital that is worse than the bour- 
geois prison. In fact, in prison I stay for a determinate period, 
the time of punishment. The law based on classical school 
considers me responsible for my action, and after punishing 
me with a punishment proportionate to the caused damage, 
lets me free and it doesn't care about what I will do. Instead 
the law founded on the positive school judges me irrespon- 
sible, ill and it establishes I will remain in the hospital till 
I will be sane. That is for indeterminate time, till the day the 
doctor will decide to let me go. So I‘ll become surely mad, hav- 
ing frozen showers, straitjacket and other benevolent healing 
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treatments. 

The repression of the crime through the internment of crimi- 
nals in the mental hospital, would ask also the constitution of 
a police to raid the dangerous sick people. But in this way will 
rebirth the authoritarian mechanism- juridical- police and 
there would not be freedom. In the Anarchy could not exist 
prisons disguised as hospitals, neither policemen masked as 
nurses. The Individual will provide to his defense by his own, 
or in association with others, but not delegating this task to 
specialists that should become masters of all. 

The natural spontaneity, no more oppressed by the compres- 
sion of the laws, morals, education, will not conduct us to the 
impossible paradise of love brotherhood, but it will not even 
produce a resurgence of murders and violence. 

If, instead, to keep the order and annihilate criminals, we'll 
create a new repressive and preventive system, well fatally 
come back to the society we destroyed. That is the society of 
the governors and of the governed. 


https://fireonthehorizon.noblogs.org/post/2016/07/28/ 
neither-prison-no-policemen/ 
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Unbridled Freedom 


Enzo Martucci 


Stirner and Nietzsche were undoubtedly right. It is not true 
that my freedom ends where that of others begins. By nature 
my freedom has its end where my strength stops. If it dis- 
gusts me to attack human beings or even if I consider it to 
be contrary to my interests to do so, I abstain from conflict. 
But if, pushed by an instinct, a feeling, or a need, I lash out 
against my likes and meet no resistance or a weak resistance, 
I naturally become the dominator, the superman. If instead 
the others resist vigorously and return blow for blow, then I 
am forced to stop and come to terms. Unless I judge it appro- 
priate to pay for an immediate satisfaction with my life. 

It is useless to speak to people of renunciation, of morality, 
of duty, of honesty. It is stupid to want to constrain them, in 
the name of Christ or of humanity, not to step on each other’s 
toes. Instead one tells each of them: “You are strong. Harden 
your will. Compensate, by any means, for your deficiencies. 
Conserve your freedom. Defend it against anyone who wants 
to oppress you”. 

And if every human being would follow this advice, tyranny 
would become impossible. I will even resist the one who is 
stronger than me. If I can’t do it by myself, I will seek the aid 
of my friends. If my might is lacking, I will replace it with 
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cunning. And balance will arise spontaneously from the con- 
trast. 

In fact, the only cause of social imbalance is precisely the 
herd mentality that keeps slaves prone and resigned under 
the master’s whip. 

“Human life is sacred. I cannot suppress it either in the 
other or in myself. And so I must respect the life of the en- 
emy who oppresses me and brings me an atrocious and con- 
tinuous pain. I cannot take the life of my poor brother, who 
is afflicted with a terminal disease that causes him terrible 
suffering, in order to shorten his torment. I cannot even free 
myself, through suicide, from an existence that I feel as a bur- 
den.” 

Why? 

“Because,” the christians say, “Life is not our own. It is 
given to us by god and he alone can take it away from us.” 

Okay. But when god gives life to us, it becomes ours. As 
Thomas Aquinas points out, god’s thought confers being in 
itself, objective reality, to the one who thinks. Thus, when god 
thinks of giving life to the human being, and by thinking of it, 
gives it to him, such life effectively becomes human, that is, 
an exclusive property of ours. Thus, we can take it away from 
each other, or anyone can destroy it in herself. 

Emile Armand frees the individual from the state but subor- 
dinates him more strictly to society. For him, in fact, I cannot 
revoke the social contract when I want, but must receive the 
consent of my co-associates in order to release myself from 
the links of the association. If others don't grant me such con- 
sent, I must remain with them even if this harms or offends 
me. Or yet, by unilaterally breaking the pact, I expose myself 
to the retaliation and vengeance of my former comrades. More 
societarian than this and one dies. But this is a societarianism 
of the Spartan barracks. What! Am I not my own master? Just 
because yesterday, under the influence of certain feelings and 
certain needs, I wanted to associate, today, when I have other 
feelings and needs and want to get out of the association, I 
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can no longer do so. I must thus remain chained to my de- 
sire of yesterday. Because yesterday I desired one way, today 
I cannot desire another way. But then I am a slave, deprived 
of spontaneity, dependent on the consent of the associates. 

According to Armand, I cannot break relationships because 
I should care about the sorrow and harm that I will cause the 
others if 1 deprive them of my person. But the others don't 
care about the sorrow and harm that they cause me by forc- 
ing me to remain in their company when I feel like going away. 
Thus, mutuality is lacking. And if I want to leave the associ- 
ation, I will go when I decide, so much the more if, in mak- 
ing the agreement to associate, I have communicated to the 
comrades that I will maintain my freedom to break with it at 
any time. In doing this, one does not deny that some societies 
might have long lives. But in this case, it is a feeling or an 
interest sensed by all that maintain the union. Not an ethical 
precept as Armand would like. 

From christians to anarchists (?) all moralists insist that 
we distinguish between freedom, based on responsibility, and 
license, based on caprice and instinct. Now it is good to ex- 
plain. A freedom that, in all of its manifestations, is always 
controlled, reined in, led by reason, is not freedom. Because 
it lacks spontaneity. Thence, it lacks life. 

What is my aim? To destroy authority, to abolish the state, 
to establish freedom for everyone to live according to her na- 
ture as he sees and desires it. Does this aim frighten you, fine 
sirs? Well then, I have nothing to do. Like Renzo Novatore, I 
am beyond the arc. 

When no one commands me, I do what I want. I abandon 
myself to spontaneity or I resist it. I follow instincts or I rein 
them in with reason, at various times, according to which is 
stronger within me. 


In short, my life is varied and intense precisely be- 
cause I don’t depend upon any rule. 
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Moralists of all schools instead claim the opposite. They de- 
mand that life always be conformed to a single norm of con- 
duct that makes it monotonous and colorless. They want hu- 
man beings to always carry out certain actions and to always 
abstain from all the others. 

“You must, in every instance, practice love, forgiveness, re- 
nunciation of worldly goods and humility. Otherwise you will 
be damned”, say the Gospels. 

“You must, in each moment, defeat egoism and be un- 
selfish. Otherwise you will remain in absurdity and sorrow,” 
Kant points out. 

“You must always resist instinct and appetite, showing 
yourself to be balanced, thoughtful and wise on every occa- 
sion. If you don’t, we will brand you with the mark of archist 
infamy and treat you as a tyrant,” Armand passes judgment. 

In short, they all want to impose the rule that mutilates life 
and turns human beings into equal puppets that perpetually 
think and act in the same way. And this occurs because we are 
surrounded by priests: priests of the church and priests who 
oppose it, believing and atheistic Tartuffes. And all claim to 
catechize us, to lead us, to control us, to bridle us, offering us a 
prospect of earthly or supernatural punishments and rewards. 
But it is time for the free human being to rise up: the one who 
knows how to go against all priests and priestliness, beyond 
laws and religions, rules and morality. And who knows how 
to go further beyond. Still further beyond. 


Retrieved on June 6, 2011 from sites.google.com 
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